Remarks 

The Applicants note with appreciation the withdrawal of the § 1 02 and § 1 03 rejections from 
the previous Official Action. 

The Applicants note the objection to Claims 3-7 under 37 C.F.R. 1 .75 as being a substantial 
duplicate of Claim 2. Claims 3-5 have been cancelled, thereby rendering that portion of the 
objection moot. The Applicants respectfully submit that there are differences between those 
respective claims such that they are not substantial duplicates. For example, there are two kinds of 
liquids that are used in the hollow-fiber membrane module of the present invention. That is, one is 
"the liquid undergoing treatment" such as blood, and the other one is "the treating liquid" such as a 
dialyzing fluid. The Applicants invite the Examiner's attention to the Applicants' Specification in 
paragraphs [0007]-[0009], [0020], [0028], [0029], [0033] and [0034] for a clarifying explanation. 

Claim 2 has been amended to recite that the inlet port is for liquid undergoing treatment or 
treating liquid and the outlet port is also for liquid undergoing treatment or treating liquid. Similarly, 
Claim 2 has been amended to recite a header having an outlet port for the liquid undergoing 
treatment or the treating liquid and a header having an inlet port for the liquid undergoing treatment 
or the treating liquid. Claim 2 has further been amended to recite that when the treating liquid flows 
through the inlet and outlet ports of the cylindrical casing, liquid undergoing treatment flows through 
the header inlet and outlet ports and, when the liquid undergoing treatment flows through the inlet 
and outlet ports of the cylindrical casing, the treating liquid flows through the header inlet and outlet 
ports. This amendment has been made to incorporate the different flow possibilities of both the 
liquid undergoing treatment and the treating liquid through the module. Those different flow 
possibilities are described in various of the paragraphs identified above. Entry of the above 
amendments to Claim 2 into the official file and consideration on the merits is respectfully requested, 
hi the event that the Examiner would like fiirther clarification of the various flow options, the 
Applicants would be more than happy to discuss the matter with the Examiner at the Examiner's 
convenience. 

The Applicants note the rejection of Claims 1-5 under 37 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph with 
respect to alleged new matter. The Applicants respectfully submit that the amendments do not add 
any new matter at all. It should be remembered that a disclosure includes not only the specification 
but the drawings. One skilled in the art can readily see from both the specification and the drawings 



4 



overall disclosure and does not contain any new matter. Reference to the drawings shows that the 
cylinder casing has an internal surface. This is inherent to a hollow cylinder. It is also clear that the 
slits extend from that internal surface. Again, the drawings clearly show this. It is also clear that the 
slits extend toward the central axis. There is no doubt by referring to the drawings, especially Figs. 2 
and 3, that the slits must extend inwardly toward that central axis. It is also clear to those skilled in 
the art that the slits do not extend all the way to the central axis. If they did, it would cut off the 
ability of the hollow fibers to transmit fluids as described in the specification, particularly in the 
"straight flow" as described in paragraph [0023]. Thus, the Applicants respectfully submit that the 
previous amendments to the claims are fully and completely supported by the specification and 
drawings when taken as a whole. Withdrawal of the rejection on that basis is respectfully requested. 

In any event, in an effort to move this application towards allowance, the Applicants have 
restored the original language in its original form. The Applicants therefore further respectfully 
request withdrawal of the rejection of Claims 1-2. 

The Applicants note the rejection of Claims 2-5 under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph. 
The Applicants have amended Claim 2 in accordance with the Examiner's helpful suggestion with 
respect to replacing "cylinder and portions" with "end portions of the cylinder casing." Withdrawal 
of the rej ection is respectfully requested. 

The Applicants note the rejection of Claims 9 and 11-12 with respect to "the treating liquid." 
The Applicants have amended Claims 9 and 10 to cure the antecedent basis problem or issue by 
revising the dependencies so that Claim 9 now depends from Claims 1 or 2, Claim 1 1 depends from 
Claim 2 and Claim 12 has been cancelled. Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

In light of the foregoing, the Applicants respectfully submit that the entire application is now 
in condition for allowance, which is respectfully requested. ^ 
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